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Information Disclosure Statement 
L The information disclosure statements (IDS) submitted on 11/13/01 and 2/3/03 are in 
compliance with the provisions of 37 CFR1.97. Accordingly, the information disclosure 
statements have been considered by the examiner. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

11. Claims 1-3, 6, 7, 10-12, 15, 16, 19, and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Lawler. (US Pat. No. 5,758,259). 

As to Claim 1, Lawler discloses an automatic selective programming guide which 
analyzes viewing behaviors from various sources (such as other household members, critics, etc.) 
and generates a recommendation for a user based upon said behaviors. (Abstract; Col. 2, Ln. 38- 

NFR-Pg.2of9. 
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44; Col. 4, Ln. 50-57; Col. 9, Ln. 35-Col. 10, Ln. 19; Fig. 3B). It is inherent Lawler's system 
generates some form of a "score" in order to decide which programs most closely match the 
viewing behaviors. Accordingly, Lawler anticipates each and every limitation of Claim 1. 

Claims 10 and 19 correspond to Claim 1. (Note: the memory and processor of Claim 10 
is disclosed at Fig. 2; Col. 4, Ln. 17-26; & Col. 9, Ln. 19-27). Thus, each is analyzed and 
rejected as previously discussed. 

As to Claim 2, Lawler further teaches the user's own history can be used in generating 
recommendations, (citations of Claim 1). Accordingly, Lawler anticipates each and every 
limitation of Claim 2. 

Claims 11 and 20 correspond to Claim 2. Thus, each is analyzed and rejected as 
previously discussed. 

The limitations of Claim 3 are encompassed within the limitations of Claim 1. In order 
for the system to generate a combined recommendation based upon other third party viewing 
histories, it must somehow "average" the viewing habits of said third parties. Accordingly, 
Lawler anticipates each and every limitation of Claim 3. 

Claim 12 corresponds to Claim 3. Thus, it is analyzed and rejected as previously 
discussed. 

As to Claim 6, Lawler further teaches the reconmiended items can be programs, 
(citations of Claim 1). Accordingly, Lawler anticipates each and every limitation of Claim 6. 

Claim 15 corresponds to Claim 6. Thus, it is analyzed and rejected as previously 
discussed. 



NFR-Pg.3of9. 
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As to Claim 7, Lawler further teaches the recommended items can be "content" (i.e., 
programs can be broadly interpreted as "content"), (citations of Claim 6). Accordingly, Lawler 
anticipates each and every limitation of Claim 7. 

Claim 16 corresponds to Claim 7. Thus, it is analyzed and rejected as previously 
discussed. 

III. Claims 1-3, 6, 7, 10-12, 15, 16, 19, and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Gutta et al (US Pat. Pub. 2002/0174429). 

As to Claim 1, Gutta et al disclose a method for generating recommendation scores, 
which obtains scores from various program recommenders and generates a combined 
recommendation score in order to facilitate programming selection for a user. (Abstract; Par. 
[0016]). Accordingly, Gutta et al anticipate each and every limitation of Claim 1 . 

Claims TO and 19 correspond to Claim 1. Thus, each is analyzed and rejected as 
previously discussed. 

As to Claim 2, Gutta further teaches the user's own history can be used in generating 
reconunendations. (citations of Claim 1 and Par. [0035]). Accordingly, Gutta et al anticipate 
each and every limitation of Claim 2. 

Claims 11 and 20 correspond to Claim 2. Thus, each is analyzed and rejected as 
previously discussed. 

The limitations of Claim 3 are encompassed within the limitations of Claim 1 . In order 
for the system to generate a combined recommendation based upon other third party viewing 
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histories, it must somehow "average" the viewing habits of said third parties. Accordingly, 
Gutta et al anticipate each and every Hmitation of Claim 3. 

Claim 12 corresponds to Claim 3. Thus, it is analyzed and rejected as previously 
discussed. 

As to Claim 4, Gutta further teaches the use of a remote recommender. (citations of 
Claim 1). Accordingly, Gutta et al anticipate each and every limitation of Claim 4. 

Claim 13 corresponds to Claim 4. Thus, it is analyzed and rejected as previously 
discussed. 

As to Claim 6, Gutta further teaches the recommended items can be programs, (citations 
of Claim 1). Accordingly, Gutta et al anticipate each and every limitation of Claim 6. 

Claim 15 corresponds to Claim 6. Thus, it is analyzed and rejected as previously 
discussed. 

As to Claim 7, Gutta further teaches the recommended items can be "content" (i.e., 
programs can be broadly interpreted as "content"), (citations of Claim 6). Accordingly, Gutta et 
al anticipate each and every limitation of Claim 7. 

Claim 16 corresponds to Claim 7. Thus, it is analyzed and rejected as previously 
discussed. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 



NFR-Pg.5of9. 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co,, 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

IV. Claims 4, 5, 9, 13, 14, and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Lawler in view of Maissel et al (US Pat. No. 6,637,029). 

Claim 4 recites the method of Claim 1, wherein said obtaining step further comprises the 
step of receiving said third party recommendation score from a remote recommender. As 
discussed above, Lawler anticipates each and every limitation of Claim 1, but fails to disclose a 
remote reconmiender. However, v/ithin the same field of endeavor, Maissel et al disclose a 
similar system which comprises a remote recommender. (Fig. 8). Accordingly, it would have 
been obvious to one having ordinary skill in this art at the time of Applicant's invention to 
combine the systems of Lawler and Maissel in order to provide a more cost efficient 
recommendation system. 

Claim 13 corresponds to Claim 4. Thus, it is analyzed and rejected as previously 
discussed. 
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Claim 5 recites the method of Claim 4, wherein said received third party recommendation 
includes an indication of whether said corresponding recommended item was selected by said 
third party. As discussed above, the combined systems of Lawler and Maissel disclose all 
limitations of Claim 4, and Lawler further teaches the system displays which items were selected 
by various parties. (Fig. 3B). Accordingly, the combined systems of Lawler and Maissel 
disclose all limitations of Claim 5. 

Claim 14 corresponds to Claim 5. Thus, it is analyzed and rejected as previously 
discussed. 

Claim 9 recites the method of Claim 1, wherein said third party is a selected individual. 
As discussed above, Lawler anticipates each and every limitation of Claim 1, but fails to disclose 
those of Claim 9. However, Maissel further teaches a user can select whether he or she desires 
critic recommendations to be included. (Col. 12, Ln. 46-Col. 13, Ln. 9). Accordingly, the 
combined systems of Lawler and Maissel disclose all limitations of Claim 9. 

Claim 18 corresponds to Claim 9. Thus, it is analyzed and rejected as previously 
discussed. 

V. Claims 8 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lawler 
in view of Herz et al (US Pat No. 5,754,939). 

Claim 8 recites the method of Claim 1, wherein said one or more items are products. As 
discussed above, Lawler anticipates each and every limitation of Claim 1, but fails to disclose 
those of Claim 8. However, within the same field of endeavor, Herz et al disclose a similar 
system which also provides products. (Col. 6, Ln. 34-Col. 7, Ln. 10). Accordingly, it would 
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have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in this art at the time of Applicant's invention to 
combine the systems of Lawler and Herz in order to provide a system with more user interactive 
services. 

Claim 17 corresponds to Claim 8. Thus, it is analyzed and rejected as previously 
discussed. 

Conclusion 

VI. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

a. Barsness et al (US Pat. Pub. No. 2003/0115585) discloses a system v^hich 
aggregates various profiles to generate recommendations. 

b. Gutta et al (US Pat. Pub. No. 2003/0066067) disclose a similar system. 

c. Gutta et al (US Pat. Pub. No. 2003/0066068) disclose a similar system. 

Any inquiry conceming this communication or earlier conmiimications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jade O. Laye whose telephone number is (571) 272-7303. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Mon. 7:30am-4, Tues. 7:30-2, W-Fri. 7:30-4. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Chris Kelley can be reached on (571) 272-7331. The fax phone nimiber for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for xmpublished 
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applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 

system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 

system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Examiner: Jade O. Laye 
Initials: 

Janxiary 6, 2006. 
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PRIMARY EXAMINER 
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